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ON THE CATEGORIES OF ARISTOTLE. 

THE little treatise of Aristotle which stands at the head of 
the Organon has caused a great deal of difficulty to stu- 
dents, both ancient and modern. The bulk of the discussion has 
centered about the question of its place in the Organon and in 
Aristotle's system, and the character of the ten categories to 
which the greater part of the book is devoted. But there have 
been found also critics who expressed a doubt as to the authen- 
ticity of all or part of the treatise in question. To say nothing 
of the ancient commentators of Aristotle, the earliest attempt in 
modern times to cast a doubt on the genuineness of the work 
seems to be that of Spengel in Munchener Gelehrte Anzeigen, 
1845, Vol. XX, No. 5, pp. 41 sq. He was followed by Prantl 
in Zeitschrift fur Alterthumswissenschaft, 1846, p. 646, and in his 
Geschichte der Logik, I, p. 90, Note. 5, also by Valentinus Rose in 
De Aristotelis librorum ordine et auctoritate, p. 234 sq. Zeller, 
on the other hand {Philos. d. Griecben, second edition, II, pt. 2, 
p. 67, note 1), decides in favor of the genuineness of the first part 
of the work, the Categories proper, and against the so-called 
Postfrcedicamenta from ch. x to the end. 

Before I take up the examination of the evidence adduced 
by the scholars just mentioned, it is important that I dispose of 
an erroneous statement which has, to my knowledge, remained 
unchallenged from the time it was written down by Brandis in 
1833 to this day. I refer to his article in Abhdl. d. Berlin. 
Akademie, 1833, entitled "Ueber die Reihenfolge der Bucher 
des Aristotelischen Organons," etc. He there (p. 257) argues 
that the Topics was written before the Categories, for in the 
former (VII, 6, p. 153a 36) we find the statement iizstdrj dvdpcy 
rd ivavzia iv z(p abt(p rj iv toc<; ivavriox: yeveocv stvou, whereas 
in the Categories (ch. 1 1, p. 14a 19) the theory of ivavxia reached 
a more developed stage and the case is stated as follows : dvdyxy 
de ndvra rd ivavxia i) iv t<f abtqt ye" vet eivai 7 iv roZc ivavrcotc 
yivsaev, 7) avrh yevt) elvcu ; i. <?., opposites must be either in the same 
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genus or in opposite genera, or be themselves genera. The addi- 
tion of the third possibility in the Categories, which was omitted 
in the Topics, is, to Brandis, a proof of the priority of the latter. 

Waitz (Org., I, p. 266), fearing that yielding this point would 
make it easier for the critics to attack the authenticity of the 
Categories, cannot answer it otherwise than by dividing the Post- 
prcedicamenta from the first part, and while giving up the latter 
to Brandis to do with it as is right in his eyes, saves the kernel of 
the treatise from attack — " quae feruntur Postpraedicamenta ab 
ipso Aristotele Categoriis adjecta esse haud probabile est." 

In the case of Brandis, it looks very much as if his argument 
was the result of a chance lighting on the particular passage 
above quoted ; and if by chance he had hit instead on p. 127b 10, 
intcSt] to. ivavria iv zo7<; ivavriotz yeve<rcv, we may presume his 
argument would have been considered still stronger as showing 
the Topics to be two steps behind the Categories. 

As a matter of fact, however, we find this threefold classifica- 
tion of ivavria fully developed in the Topics and with more 
definiteness and detail than in the Categories, and it is strange 
that it should have escaped Waitz. 

P. 123b 1 sq., Aristotle points out how we can examine the 
correctness of a given genus by reference to opposite species. 
If a given species of which the genus is in question has an oppo- 
site, then the investigator must proceed as follows : (1) If the 
given genus has no opposite, we must see whether the opposite 
of the given species is in the same genus as the given species. 
For opposites must be in the same genus, if the latter has no 
opposite. (2) If the genus in question has an opposite, then 
we must see whether the species opposed to the given one is 
in a genus opposed to the genus in question. For the opposite 
must be in an opposite \_genusj, if the genus has an opposite. 
Finally, (3) the species opposed to the given one may not be 
in a genus at all, but be itself a genus, as, for example, the good. 
In that case, the given species cannot be in a genus either, but 
must itself be a genus, as is the case in the " good " and the 
" evil," neither is in a genus, but each is itself a genus. "Eve dv 
$ ivavvlov re T(p eidei, oxoneiv. gaze ds Tzlsovay5><z f) oxktyiz, itpwrov 
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fxsv ei iv zip abzip ydvee xal to ivavriov, pij ovzoz ivavzioo zip yivei. 
del ydp zd ivavzia iv Tip abzip yivei eTvai, dv prjdhv ivavziov Tip 
yivei 7). owoz ft ivavzioo zip yivee, axoneiv ei zb ivavziov iv zip 
ivavziip- dvdyxrj ydp to ivavziov iv zip ivavziip sTvcu, dvnep fj 
ivavviov zt vat yivei. ipavepbv de zouziov exaazov did zys iiraywpjs. 
ndkv ei bloxz iv fxrjdevc yivei to zip eidei ivavziov, dXX' abzb yivoz, 
dlov zdyadov ei yap zoozo pij iv yivei, obde to ivavziov zobzoo iv 
yivei iazai, dM' abzb yivoz, xaddnep ijri zoo dyaddb xal too xaxoo 
oopfiaiver obdizepov ydp zobziov iv yivei, dkX hxdzepov auTcbv 
yivoz. 

It will be seen that not only is the three-fold classification found 
here in full, but the circumstances are defined which accompany 
and determine every one of the three possibilities. If there is a 
development between the Categories and the Topics, it is undoubt- 
edly in the direction of the Topics. 

But how are we to explain the omission of the third condition 
in the passage cited by Brandis, and the omission of both the 
second and third in 127b 10? The explanation will be evident 
if we refer to 124a 1 sq. In 123b 1 sq. Aristotle enumerates the 
various lines of argument which the disputant must have ready 
to attack the genus named by the opponent. In 1 24a 1 sq. he 
names the lines of argument to be followed by anyone who wishes 
to establish the genus of a given species. If the genus he wants 
to establish has no opposite, he must show that the species opposed 
to the given species is in the same genus as the given. If the 
genus has an opposite, then he must show that the opposed spe- 
cies is in the opposite genus. The third possibility is naturally 
left out here, for in that case he has no genus to establish. 

dvatpoovrt psv obv ToeaOTa%6>z iiztoxtTiTSOv ei yap pij brtdpyei Ta 
siprjpsva, dijXov 8ti ob yivoz to drtodoOiv xaraaxeod^ovri dk r^afc, 
izp&TOV pev ei to ivavriov Tip eidet iv T(p elprjpivip yivei, p-ir] ovtoz, 
ivavTlou Tip yivei- ei ydp zb ivavziov iv zobztp, drjlov bzi xal zb 
npoxeipevov . . . ndXiv dv jy ivavziov zi zip yivei, axoneXv ei xal zb 
ivavziov iv zip ivavziip' dv ydp % , drjAov 8zi xal zb npoxeipevov 
iv zip Trpoxeipevip. 

127b 10 is evident at once, for the condition is stated at the 
beginning of the paragraph which determines the first of the 
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three possibilities — "Etc 8zav ovtoz xal z(p el'dsc xal Tip ysvsi 
kvavTcoo xb ftiXztov t&v ivavticav si; to yecpov ykvo; Ojj' tropfi/josTac 
yap zb kotxbv iv T<p Aoixcp slvac, inscSi] Ta Ivavr'ca iv toc<; ivavnoct; 
ykvsacv ... If we now go back to the passages quoted by 
Brandis, 153a 36, we shall have no difficulty in explaining the 
omission of the third condition. Chapter iii deals with the topics 
necessary for establishing a definition (153a 6 — avatpetv pkv obv 
8pov o5za>c xal dca touto>v [chs. I and 2] del nsipazeov iav 8e /cara- 
cneevd%eiv ftooXcopsOa, icp&Tov p.ev sldevae dec . , . ). The first 
element in the definition is the genus ; we must therefore see 
that the genus is well established (ib. 32, np&TOv p.ev dbv 8ti to 
anododev yhoz dpd&s d.node'doTai). If the thing to be defined is 
not in a genus at all, but is itself a genus, it cannot be defined ; 
and hence the third possibility is out of place here. 

Alexander, in his Commentary on the Topics (Berlin ed., 
p. 506, 3-5), whom Brandis cites, saw the explanation. His 
words are : obxht 8s npoaidrjxsv " ij abTa yivrj slvai," &<; iv &)loc<; 
Xiyet, 8ti prjdk ypTJoipov ^v irp6<; to npoxeipevov touto TzpoortOeps- 
vov ov yap ianv fj £rJTi)<TVi vvv el ydpos itrrl rb irpofceifievov, aW'inrb 
ti yevoi. 

Having shown that there is no reason whatsoever for suppos- 
ing the Topics earlier than the Categories, I will take up the 
arguments of Spengel, Prantl, and Rose to prove the spurious- 
ness of the treatise. The purely linguistic peculiarities cited by 
Spengel and Prantl, Rose himself admits are not of great weight ; 
hence I need not concern myself with them any further. The 
main argument, however, of all the three critics is the subjective 
one, that the differences of style and the "senseless" repetitions 
of the Categories are unworthy of Aristotle and unlike him. 
This may readily be answered by the consideration that, though 
the style and general tone of the Categories is very different from 
that of the Metaphysics or the Posterior Analytics, it is so strikingly 
similar to that of the middle books of the Topics, both in tone, 
style, and method of treatment, that one cannot help feeling that 
they belong to the same period. The following passages in the 
Topics (106a 9-22, b 17-20; 107a 18-31 ; 108b 12-19; I22a 
31 sq., b 18-24; 127a 3 sq., b 18-20; 129b 5-13, 30 — 130a 
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14, b 11— 15 ; 141b 15-34; 145b 9-10; 146a 4-7, etc.) ex- 
hibit the same diffuseness and repetitions as the Categories, and 
Book V in particular is characterized by the same uniformity of 
formula and expression that Rose finds so " un-Aristotelian " in 
the Categories. 

The title, npb t&v Tbnmv, cited by Simplicius, whether it goes 
back to Aristotle or not, represents a true notion as to the place 
of the categories in Aristotle's scheme, and it is the object of 
this paper by a more minute comparison than has hitherto been 
made of the two treatises in question, to prove this statement. 

Besides the general similarity in tone and style, there are found 
single words and phrases common to the two works, though but 
rarely if at all found elsewhere, at least, in the Organon. For 
example, 3a 36 : airb fihv yap riye npd>T7]<; obaiaz obbepia iffrc icari)- 
yopfa, and 109b 4 air obdevbt; yap ysvou; naprnvopaiz tf Karrjyopia 
xaza too ecdotx: Uyszat. xaryyopia in this sense is rare in Aristotle 
(cf. Trendelenburg, De Arist. Categ., pp. 8-9 ; Gesch. d. Kate- 
gorienlehre, p. 5 ; Bonitz, " Ueber die Kateg. d. Arist.," Sitzungsb. 
d. phil.-hist. Kl. d. Kais. Akad. d. Wiss. zu Wien., X, pp. 591 ff., 
esp. 602, n. 2, 620-23), and with the combination of dub as 
above is sufficiently striking to argue identity of authorship. 

Again, 8a 33, 6 de npbrepoz bptafibz irapaicoXovdel fiev naae tdcz 
npbs re, ov pJrjv tovto ye iarrt, to Tipbz re abtoi<; tivat to abra &nsp 
ioTiv kreprnv XiyeaOai, and 125b 24 iaa)C psv obv aico\ov0el dbvapuz 
kxarepqj Toeabzrj . . . ov p,rjv tovt6 ye iare z<p fihv avdpdcp T<p de 
npoUf) elvat . . . Here again the phrase ob ptyv touto ye" iau is 
rare, if at all found anywhere else, and in the passage cited, it is used 
in both instances with axoXouOet or napaxoXovOei, in the preceding 
clause to express the difference between the real definition, which 
signifies the essence of the thing defined, and an attribute or prop- 
erty, which, while always present with the thing, does not repre- 
sent its essence. (Waitz is no doubt correct in adopting in 8a 34 
the reading given above, touto ye ion to, in preference to Bekker's 
zdoTov yd ion Tip, as appears from the similar passage in the 
Topics, 125b 26, though neither Waitz (I, p. 302) nor Prantl 
(Ztschr. f. Alterthumswissensch., 1846, p. 650), who, in fact, 
opposes Waitz's reading, knew of the passage in the Topics.) 
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The mean between the contraries is generally, though not 
always, in the Physics and the Metaphysics designated by the 
term peTa£6 ; in the Categories and the Topics, in the former exclu- 
sively, by the term dva fieoov; cf., for example, 12a 2, 3, 9, 10, 
11, 17, 20, 23,24; b 28,30, 32, 35, 36; 13a 7, 8, 13, and 106b 
4, 5, 8, 10, II ; 123b 18, 19, 23, 25, 27, 29; 124a 6, 7; 158b 
7, 22, 38. 

Compare also b xara rouvofia Aoyot;, ia 2, 4, and 107a 20; also 
I a 1 3, trjv xazd rohvofia Ttpoe-qyoplav, with 107a 3, t&v xara Towopa 
xaxrffopi&v. 

lb 16, x&v krspo)v ytv&v xal pirj but &XhjXa TSTaypivcov erepcu r<p 
sl'dsexal al dta<popat, olov £aiou xal kntarrjpyjz . . . = 107b 19 inel 
ds r5>v krspcov yzvmv xal pyj brt &XXyjXa izspae z<p eidee xal a! dea- 
<popai, dtov £a>oo xal iTiiorrjpqz • • • 

The opposite of avfyoaz in the scientific and metaphysical works 
of Aristotle is invariably fOiott;, in the Categories (15a 13-14) 
and in the Topics (122a 28) it is pdwoic; (cf. Prantl, Ztschr. d. 
Alterthumwiss, 1846, p. 651). In one instance (320b 31) <pdi<rti; 
is defined by psccoaa; (^ dk ydioiz psicoaei;), the less known by the 
more known, and this accounts very readily for the use of the 
latter in the Topics, which is a popular treatise, and the Cate- 
gories is of the same character. The other kinds of motion not 
being mentioned in the Topics, there is no possibility of the Cate- 
gories having borrowed it from the Topics. 

Compare also 11a 2, rd ye xara raurat; Xsyopsva . . . inedS- 
%erae vd paXXov xal to fjzrov, and 1 27b 20, 24 to d'ecdoe p^ d£%£Tae 
[sc. to paXXov xac ^ttov~\ pyji? afob pcfjTt to x«r' ixstvo Xeyopevov. 

So much for purely linguistic similarities. When we pass over 
to matters of doctrine, it is surprising how many points of contact 
there are between the two works. I shall follow the Categories 
and point out the parallels in the Topics. 

The homonymns, which are given a definition and an illustration 
in the beginning of the Categories, have a whole chapter devoted 
to them in the Topics, the 15 th of the first book, where they 
are also called TtoXXa%G)$ Xsybpsva. Of particular significance is 
107a 18-20, for in 20 we seem to have a direct allusion to the 
definition in the Categories. We must see, Aristotle says, if the 
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genera designated by the given name are different and not subor- 
dinate to one another, as, for example, ovo<; applies to the genera 
£$ov and oxebo$ (which is therefore a homonym), for the defini- 
tion of these genera as connected by the name is different 
(izepoi; yap b xaza zouvopa Ibyoi; abzmv). The greater space given 
to homonyms in the Topics is not due so much to a develop- 
ment in doctrine as to the necessities of the subjeet. The object 
of the Topics is a purely practical one, to provide the disputant 
with ready arguments properly pigeon-holed, and a single gen- 
eral definition of homonyms is not adapted to such use. We 
must needs go further and show in what different special ways 
homonyms can be detected. The Categories have more the ap- 
pearance of materials gathered in the shape of preliminary defi- 
nitions of necessary concepts. 

Synonyms are referred to in the Topics 109b 7, 123a 27, 127b 
5, 148a 24, and 162b 37. Of these, the first is the most impor- 
tant, since it states that the genera are predicated synonymously of 
their species ; for the latter admit both the name and the definition of 
the former (xae yap zouvopa xae zbv Xbyov ixedfyezae zbv zwv yevwv 
za sidy), assuming it as established that this condition constitutes 
synonymity. This is neither more nor less than a silent refer- 
ence to the. definition in the Categories (ra 6) — auvcovupa Be ke- 
yszae (Sv zb re ovopa xoevbv xae 6 koyoi; 6 abzbz. Moreover, we 
have almost the very words of the Topics in another place in 
the Categories, 3b 2, ical rbv Xoyov Be eiriBexovrai al itp&xae ob- 
ffiac zbv zmv eld&v xae zbv zutv yzvibv, kclI to elSo<s Be rbv rov yivovs. 
148a 24 also gives the same definition of synonyms merely in pass- 
ing. Aristotle is dealing with the definition, and makes a state- 
ment that if the opponent makes use of one definition for 
homonyms it cannot be a correct definition, for it is synonyms 
and not homonyms that have one definition connoted by the name 
(ffuixbwpa yap <5v eFc b xaza zoovopa Abyot;). He speaks of the 
definition as already known. Similarly in 162b 37, xae iv 8aoe<; zb 
dvopa xae b Xbyo<; zb auzb ayjpaivse is a definition of " auvcovupoe^ " 
preceding , and the xae is epexegetic (cf. Trendelenburg, Elemen. 
Log. Arist, 6th ed., 1868, pp. 126-7). 

Paronyms also are made use of in the Topics, 109b 3-12, in 
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a way which shows that the definition in the Categories is 
not purely grammatical, as it may seem at first sight, but has a 
logical significance quite as important as that of the former two. 
Paronymous predication is predication per accidens, as contrasted 
with synonymous, which may be per se (cf. also Trendelenburg, 
Gesch. d. Kategorienlehre, p. 27 sq. and 30). Here also par- 
onyms are not defined. It is assumed that the reader knows 
what they are. 

The difference between xoff bizoxstpkvov Xsyeodat and iv bnoxec- 
psvcp shoe, stated in the Categories ia 20 sq., is assumed as known 
in the Topics 127b 1 sq., in si iv bnoxstfiivoj toj sl'dsttd drrododsv 
ysvoi; XiysTai, xaddizep to teoxbv irrc t9j<; ytbvo$, wars SrjAov on obx 
&v sir] yiuoc xaffbnoxscjievou yap too si8oi>c pbvov to yevoz Xsysrac 
(cf. also 126a 3 and 144b 31). Strange to say, however, after 
these distinctions Aristotle himself uses them interchangeably in 
132b 19 sq. 

Categories 3, p. lb 10-1 5 expresses very much the same thought 
as Topics IV, 1, p. 12 1 a 20-6. The former states that whatever 
is true of the species is true of the individuals under the species 
(8<ra xoxa too xaTyyopou/zevou liysTcu, ndvra xai xaxa too bxoxscpsvoi) 
pTjdrjffSTae), the latter that to whatever the species applies the 
genus does also (xaffSv yap to eldo; xaTyjyopsiTac, xal to ykvoz dec 
xaTyyopuodae). They both involve the logical hierarchy of genus, 
species, and individual, and the two principles are : (r) The genus 
applies not only to the species, but also to the individual ; (2) 
to the individual belongs not only the species but also the genus. 
What is especially important to notice is that, in the Topics, the 
principle is stated as already known and is applied to the particular 
case, thus assuming the existence of another treatise where these 
principles are stated and proved for the first time. 

The treatment of the difference develops gradually in the 
Topics in the following passages : 107b 19 sq., 144b 12 sq., and 
1 S 3b 6. The first of these is word for word the same with the 
statement in the Categories, ib 16 sq., and they were both quoted 
above. Moreover, the way in which the passage in the Topics 
is introduced, iizet de t5>v iTipcov yev&v, etc., makes it a direct 
reference to the Categories. Aristotle's doctrine concerning the 
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difference so far is that of different genera which are not subordi- 
nated one to the other; the differences are different in species. In 
the second passage quoted above, 144b 12, Aristotle corrects this 
view by adding that the differences in the given case need not 
be different unless the different genera cannot be put under a 
common higher genus. In the third passage, 1 5 3b 6, Aristotle adds 
some more qualifications which make it clear that in the preced- 
ing statements the word krepcov, in the phrase hipmv ytv&v, must 
not be understood as including contrary genera (ivavria). For 
there the case is different. If the contrary genera can be put 
under the same genus, then some or all their differences are con- 
trary also. If the contrary genera belong to higher contrary 
genera, their differences may be all the same. 

The preceding examination seems to show very clearly that 
the Topics build upon the basis laid down in the Categories and 
carry the structure higher and broader. It would be a very ab- 
surd alternative to suppose that a later writer, making use of 
the Topics, found nothing else on the subject of logical difference 
than the first passage, which he copied verbatim in his treatise, 
where, besides, it has no particular reason for existence. As a 
thought tentatively suggested, with the view of further elaboration 
and insertion as a proper link in a chain, the passage in the Cate- 
gories assumes a different meaning, and its lack of connection with 
the preceding and following ceases to cause us serious difficulty. 

If the view of the Categories taken here is justified by the 
preceding arguments and by what is still to come, it might even 
be a legitimate procedure to make use of the Topics in deter- 
mining a disputed reading in the Categories. And we have one 
at hand in the passage quoted above on the difference. 

Of genera which are subordinated one to the other, there is 
nothing, Aristotle says, to prevent the differences from being the 
same. For the higher genera are predicated of the lower, so that 
all the differences of the higher are also differences of the lower 
(&<Tve 8<xai zoo xazrjyopoufisvoo dtatpopai tiai, zoaauzat xat zou 
bnoxst ptkvou Soovzcu). The last statement is manifestly untrue if 
it means that all the differences of the genus are also differences 
of any of its species. For example, the differences of £<pov are 
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jre£ bv, nzyvbv, $vodpov, etc. But surely these are not all differ- 
ences of dvOpconoc, nor is any one of them a difference of 
dvOpcanoi; ; for a difference of any class is that which, added to 
the name of the class, restricts it to a lower species ; but ns^bv 
added to dvdpawot; merely repeats it, so that it is not the differ- 
ence of dvdpmnot;. 

To obviate this difficulty, the Greek commentators, Porphyry, 
Dexippus, Simplicius, and the rest divide differences into ' con- 
stitutive ' (oopnzbjpwztxal) and ' divisive ' (dtaepezexai) so that ne£bv, 
itzyvov, and iwdpov are divisive or specific differences of £pov, 
because, added to Z < ? ov > * ne y divide it into its various species ; 
at the same time, nz^bv is a constitutive difference of dvOpamo*;, 
as forming part of its definition. With this distinction the 
meaning of the text is supposed to be that all the constitutive 
differences of the higher are also constitutive of the lower. 
This is not satisfactory, for Aristotle does not use differences in 
this sense (cf. Waitz, I, p. 279). Boethus (pp. Simplic. Basileae, 
1 5 5 1 f. 14b) emended the text to read 8oat zoo {moxscp.ivou . . . 
zoaauzae xal zoo xazrjyopoopAvoo loovzai. This emendation was not 
adopted by the later commentators, but there is a passage in the 
Topics which may be considered to favor it — ma 25-29. 00 
yap dvayxatov, 8aa z(p yiuee bizdp^se, xal z<p sl'dse bnApytiv £yov pthv 
ydp iazc nzrjvbv xal zszpdnoov, &vdpa>7T0£ ifou. 8aa dk z<p el'dse 
bndpftt, dvayxmov xal z<p yivsr ei ydp iaziv dvOpmnoc; oKoudatoi;, 
xal £$bv iazt anoobaXov . 

The ten Categories enumerated ib 25 sq., are very frequently 
referred to in the various Aristotelian writings (cf. the table in 
Prantl, Gesch. d. Logik, I, p. 207, note 356) but nowhere do 
we find the complete number ten except in the Topics 103b 22 
where they are given in the very same order as in the Categories. 
They are not defined, thus showing that they are not treated 
there for the first time. 

The discussion, 3b 10, whether obaia, and particularly deuzipa 
ouaia, is zbde ze or not, is again referred to in IIspl 2o<piozcx<ov 
'EMyftcov, which, according to Waitz and Pacius, is the ninth book 
of the Topics. The passages are 169a 35, 178b 38, 179a 8. 
Here it is difficult to tell which was written first. The view in 
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the Categories, that the dears' pa obo'ia nspc obaiav to notbv ifopi^ee, 
notav ydp riva obaiav o-ypalvei, looks like a compromise, and, as 
such, might be supposed to be later than the similar discussion 
in the Sophistic Refutation which denies the character of rdds re 
to the universal : favepbv obv 8re ob doreov rods tc tlvat to xocvy 
xarrffopobftevov fatl naatv. 

One of the arguments that Prantl builds much on to prove 
the Categories spurious is the corrected definition of the cate- 
gory of relation, 8a 32 : lore to. npbz tc ol; to slvat Tabrbv &oti toj 
npbi; tc no>z $%siv. This definition is a proof to Prantl (Joe. cit., 
p. 90, n. 5) that the Categories was not written before the time 
of Chrysippus ; for, he continues, what occasion could one possibly 
have had before Chrysippus to ask whether irpoi n is the same as 
irpo<s ti 7TW e%ov ? The expression, wpo's ti ttck e%ew, he asserts 
further, is never found again in all the works of Aristotle. In the 
first statement he has reference to the Stoic division of existents 
into four classes, brcoxsipeva, izotd, npbz ti, and npbc ti ntaz ZyovTa. 
The difference between the last two is thus expressed by Sim- 
plicius (ap. Prantl, I, p. 435, n. 10 1) : npb<; tc fikv Xsyooaev Zaa 
xaTOtxeiov %apaxrr}pa diaxecptevd nan; dxovebee npbc STepov, npb<; tc 
d£ nax; iyovra Zaa rrifoxs oufifiatvuv xevt xal {Aj auptftaivecv &veu 
T7J; xepe ovTa peTafiolrjt; xal dXXot&osax; fierd too npb<; to ixrbi; 
dno^Xiirscv. As examples of the former, he gives !&c, iirtaTrf/jy, 
al'odrjou;, which, while being related to something else, have a char- 
acter of their own ; of the latter narfjp, olbs, de£eb<;, whose very 
essence is exhausted in their relation to something else. Hence 
Prantl jumps to the conclusion that the author of the Categories 
was a late Peripatetic influenced by the Stoic doctrine. 

But a little linguistic analysis will show us that Prantl confused 
cause and effect. Only on the assumption of the existence of 
the Categories before the Stoics can we rationally explain the 
origin of the division and the terms. In itself, npb<; xi nax; ^X w 
ought to signify a less strict relative than npbz ti ; the effect of 
the 7Tft»c would be to weaken the force of the npbz ti, and if the 
Stoics were the first to coin these terms, they would have probably 
changed them about. But the process becomes transparent when 
we suppose that the Stoics had the book of the Categories before 
them. Here the restrictive force in the second definition lies not in 
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the words npbz zi Tto>z i%etv. These are merely a repetition of the 
original definition (6a 36), oaa abzd 8.ntp laziv erdpoav elvcu X&yercu, 
rf owmo-ovv a\\a)? irpbs irepov, where the genitive relation of kzipcau 
and the other relations of bnwaoov &Xka>z are briefly summed up 
in npbz zi tto)? iyuv. The restrictive force lies in the few words 
that precede, oh to elwu rabrov iari r<p npbz zi na>z lyziv. Now 
the Stoics were of the opinion that the class of relation ought really 
to be divided into two classes, and they retained the name npbz zt 
for the first, and for the second they abbreviated the definition, 
and the result was the catchword (for that was all that was 
wanted) npbz zi na>z %ov. 

For the second statement of Prantl, that npbz zi na>z S%stv is 
never found in the works of Aristotle, rash is a mild term. Waitz 
had already pointed out (Org., I, p. 266) that, in the Topics, Aris- 
totle makes use of this corrected definition, Zeller {loc. cit.) adds 
247a 2, b 3 ; 1101b 13, and we may add also 170b 30, 39. iv 
z(p zbv dnoxpa/bftevov iytcv nmz npbz za Sedopisva . . . ob z<p zbv 
d.noxptvbp.evov npbz rourooc %1 tiv no) Z. 

The two passages in the Topics where use is made of the 
second definition are 142a 29 and 146b 4. Of these both have 
the appearance of referring to something that is already known, 
particularly the second, where the form fy (kneedr] zabzbv 9jv kxdazcp 
z&v npbz zc zb ecvat 5nep zb npbz zi na»z %X UV ) IS clearly a refer- 
ence to another place. This can scarcely be an allusion to the 
first passage in the Topics, for there is no proof of any kind 
there ; it is all assumed. The close connection of the Categories 
with the Topics is shown here again, for these are the only two 
that have the second definition. In the Metaphysics, J, 15, p. 
1021a 28, the first alone is used. 

The reciprocal relation obtaining between the relative and its 
correlative, and the care necessary to properly designate the 
correlative in order to bring about this reciprocal relation as 
treated in the Categories, 6b 28 sq., are again referred to in the 
Topics, 125a s and 149b 4 sq., 12. In both passages cited, 
this attribute of reciprocity or convertibility {npbz d.vztozp&<povza 
Xiyeffdou) is assumed as known, and the necessity of getting the 
proper correlative (npbs 8 teyezat) is, in the latter passage, 
deduced from this attribute of the category of relation. 
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Topics, 4 6, p. 127b 18-25, reminds one of the similar discus- 
sion and phraseology of the Categories, pp. 10 b 26-1 ia 2. Par- 
ticularly the phrase zb xaz'ixetvo hybfievov, used in the Topics 
without any further explanation, as a familiar expression, looks 
very much like a reminiscence of zd ys xazd zauzcu; X&ybftsva in the 
Categories, which in turn is an abbreviated form, or at least is 
connotive of the phrase (10a 27), zd xazd zabzw; napotvupax; 
Aeybpeva fj bnwaouv allon; dn' abz&v, and of the illustrative passage 
following. 

The distinction made between itpbt; zc xaffabzb and xazd zb 
ykvoz in Categories, p. 1 la 23-36, and the question which this 
naturally raises, whether it is possible for the genus to be in a 
different category from its species, are mentioned again — 120b 36 
sq., 124b 15 sq>, 146a 36, 173b 2. 

If we examine the treatment of dvzixeipem in the Topics, 106a 
36 sq., 109b 17 sq., 123b i8-i24a 9, 124a 35 sq., 143b 35, there 
will be no doubt left in our minds that it is based on that of the 
Categories, 1 lb 34 sq., rather than on the discussion of the 
Metaphysics, 101 8a 20 sq., or 105 5a 3 sq. We find the three-fold 
classification o( havzia as found in Categories (14a 19), viz. : (1) 
in the same genus ; (2) in opposite genera ; (3) not in genera at 
all, being themselves genera (see above). The mean between 
the two extremes is designated in the Categories exclusively, in 
the Topics all but exclusively (the only exception being 123b 14, 
17, 18), by the term dvd pkaov instead of by peza£6, which is the 
term used in the Metaphysics, 1057a 21 sq. (cf. Waitz, I, 310), 
while in the first passage, 1018a 20, where the classification of 
dvzixeifxeva is given, there is no mention at all of the mean. 

This mean, the Categories (12a 20) tells us, is in some cases 
designated positively {ovbpaza xsizac zoct; dvd piaov), in some 
negatively (rj %xazkpou z&v dxpcav dnofdoei), and examples are 
given to substantiate the statement. In the Topics, 123b 20, the 
truth is made use of as one already known : $ si £<jtc (ikv ti d(ifoXv 
dvd ftiffov, xai raw eld&v xat z&v ysvfitv, firj bpoiax; 8s, dU.d z&v (lev 
Kara a,7r6<l>acnv zmv ^to? v-iroiceifievov. An illustration is given 
but the meaning of the terms is not explained. The definition 
of ozkprjov:, in the Categories, 12a 29, is referred to in the Topics, 
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1 06b 27: 5n 8s xazd. areprjffiv xat I&v dvrixscvzae rd vuv hydfieva 
[sc. aloOdveaOat) (dvcuoOrjTOv s7vcu\, SyAov, iweiBr} 7ri<f>v/cev i/carepav 
t&v aiardijo-etav e%eiv Tct §$« . . . and 143b 35 TU<pXw ydp laxt 
to faj syov o(piv, ore nkyoxev i%eti>. 

Another reminiscence of the Categories is found at 131a 
14-15, where Aristotle, in speaking of edeov, says that it is 
not proper to assign as ideov of an object a term or phrase 
involving the duraei/isvov of the object or what is &/ua rj <puoec 
with it or what is Barepov, since these last do not make the thing 
clearer, and it is for the sake of greater clearness that the tdiov is 
used. Now it will be noticed that these three topics, dvTtxelfieva, 
dfta, and uarepov are actually discussed in succession, though 
not in the same order, in the Categories, 1 ib 16, 14a 26, and 
14b 24. 

The term d.vztbqip^pivov, and the idea denoted by it, seem to be 
peculiar to the Categories and the Topics. In the former it is 
defined in connection with the treatment of (Lfia (14b 33), and in 
the latter it is made use of as a familiar term (136b 3, 142b 7, 
143 a 34). Another consideration which makes it unlikely that 
the author of the Postprcedicamenta, not Aristotle, based his 
work on the Topics is that in treating of S.fia he does not include 
duTixsifisva as one class of &/na zjj <puasc, whereas he must have 
done so if he had before him 131a 16 (to fihv y&p Avrateifievov ft/ua 
xfi fuase) or 142a 24 (Sifia ykp rfi <puaei rd. dwixstpteva). 

Finally, another argument made much of by those who deny the 
authenticity of the Categories (cf. espec. Prantl, Ztsch. d. Alterth., 
1846, p. 651) is the mention of six kinds of motion instead of 
three, or at most four, as Aristotle gives in the Physics (cf. Waitz, I, 
p. 318 sq.) Since the kinds enumerated are the same here as in 
the Physics, and the difference lies only in reckoning ydvsa«; and 
<pdopd, (fi£y}otz and fxeiaxju; (ipdlau;) as two or as four, there would 
be little in the argument to stay our conviction of the authenticity 
of the work, but this very peculiarity seems to make my case 
stronger; for, in the first place, I have already shown above that 
whereas in the other works of Aristotle <pOtotz is the contrary of 
abfyott;, in the Categories and the Topics it is /neiaxrtz, and it is not 
likely that it was borrowed in the Categories from the Topics, since 
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the complete list of the kinds of xivrjov; is nowhere given in the 
Topics. In the second place, it appears from two passages in the 
Topics that, at the time of its composition, Aristotle regarded 
autoes and [xetaxra; {yQiotz), as two, and similarly, ykveoiz and 
<pdopd as two. The passages are nib 7, olov ax>£eadat rj 
<pOetpeaOcu tj yiyveoQat r) oaa dlka nvqaemz el'dy, and 122a 28, el 
obv jJ ftddcocz firji 'auGyaecoc [tyre {leimaeoiz fxqze z&v SXkmv xivfjaemv 
ftezeyiet, . . . 

I have shown, I trust, not only that the treatise of the Cate- 
gories is closely related to that of the Topics, but also that it was 
written before the latter and serves as a basis for it upon which it 
builds, very often going beyond the Categories. This applies to 
the first nine chapters, properly called Categories, in the same 
measure as to the Postprcedicamenta. The unity of the book 
of the Categories as we now have it is also maintained by Valen- 
tinus Rose {De Arist. libr. ord., etc., p. 235). Ergo, the whole 
work is genuine, and its peculiar character is to be explained on 
the ground of its being one of the earliest attempts of Aristotle. 
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